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Technology-enhanced Dialogic Feedback in Higher Education: A Critical Review
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Abstract: Technology-enhanced dialogic feedback is gradually replacing traditional one-way feedback and has become an
important trend in feedback research and practice in higher education. This critical literature review explored the design
elements, effects and influencing factors of technology-enhanced dialogic feedback. The findings indicate that the feedback
design lacks social-affective preparation, formalized reflection and feed-forward discussion; The effects of feedback lack
empirical data support from intervention studies; Research on the factors influencing the implementation and effectiveness of
feedback activities has not adequately considered sociocultural dimension, and the interplay among various factors remains
unclear. This review provides important references for the study of technology-enhanced dialogic feedback mechanisms and
offers optimization suggestions to enhance feedback effectiveness and improve student learning.
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1. aT&

st KRR AT A SR Z B B EF I R “H0FRME, BRAEL., BFRLZO LA A
i$A2” (Carless, 2012, p. 90). & XA A TRAFAEGRIGTA LR, REREF 4 A K
PRRAGERE, LEZLSZEHFNAEZFIRAGELRE K (Beaumont, 2011). K wm, £
BEHHRANYFEZTT, WAEALHZTEERKRHES (Nicol, 2010), 3t+3& X BRI 49 5% @ s
PR EHFZT, AB-FEBLRANTRA., XFF I Lhf RN EATE, AT
2 R 69 BRI R T # G AR

HTHEZHMASE, AE3ERA N EX R E M AP, Pitt 7= Winston (2020)
¥, REAHERORAMEAG EMTFOLNELE, BEFREEERALGERGELEEE,
HARBRGEFAEGHA SR, A TERLCXREGHIERG, A o B3 3 8E AU 2T R
NIZfE . RAFFITAD K LARBEAT T M Pl 42E § & B A8 A 338 X 69380t T & .
BAR AR R EH R &, ARAAEIERA 36 X R I RAE #7609 B35,

2. AHEERA A E X R R L RAUH]

AHIGRA A E XA AAARTFE ket Ao R e idf, X —3f2d, F4AL
TEFHAL, BRERIFARFEZERI A ZFTREANSE, DREM. R0,
Beaumont ¥ A (2011) i, stE XA AT H LN ERBEF I IR, AU EE—
0 “Egm” o OBV, MR E T A EXRBER, BRSNS FIAE, SR
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EAMB: AT 5 FAR R R

AL R A 335 X B AR B IFR A A2 EM E L F 3] 2 (Carless & Boud, 2018) . #4%1% 3%
W, fiRAeE XA B LA EFHME ., FITFE R E L Fa B A 5] F /MR &k B R
HARERE (ZPD), 48 R AE AR kb, R3tEE S I Fiks K& (Nicol, 2010) .

REMBEIEZANEXRTEAREFZINE KK . ERETFERTE LT B AL R
B & &% (Wood, 2024), Am EATNRAEEMRELA L., RIEBIKAFEINE. ARG A
B A AL HOE IR A 3t 06 X R 6938 &, RBCE, Ao EraR &, ipesgadadis X5
MR 69 HARE AR, HAF XA T

1) AT X TFAHIGZA T E X TR T E?

2) MEERANERXRIMAFAES ) ZAT EHAGER?

3) R & A F R AEIE R A AT E KR IR FE R E &R ?

3. HiRF

3.1. X#AeF 5P
AATF G € A & X 478 A “dialogic feedback” #= “higher education”. #F % -FFRIRE A 2010-
2024, & Scopus. Web of Science #= ERIC # 48 &+ 40 % 5] 624 B Ldk. AR T H T, #i
432 Fo B F A B Ao df B 4E EAAAR KM, Hd 192 BUak. HAREE 1 PR ANFHER
FREFE AL, RAMN 16 Lk,
1 Lk ik AT R

3 N HER AR
1) ZEHFEEBEstEXRIE LA 2 %
2) RTE BT HEA M L REGR T % 2
3) EAfiERXR AT RE R AARTE 2 %
4) REEGFHBHRETFE 2 %
5) ARG HERRBA. ARRFREF 2 %

3.2 K IEIRR LG HL

B RATT B R, RAFTH 2T L#kZ &R T E, MAT AT @BTHIBRI: 1) X
HAE, QHEAEHRTF. E5HHBFARERAMEN K 2) RITAER, QEFAEARKERfF L
mRE: 3) BB E, QBN WRAAEEEE.

4. LR

4.1. AR HER I E R TR AALF

A RARILT 5HiE ARG ERE N BT LE ek 2 ). HF, REHBFHERA
W & AT B0k s fe i Bk %, X5 Yang & Carless (2013)H &R = A A Rk A
MRA, BE ARikse, RABRAREM T @, Rh, ZAREKNRVFRILTOLNTFE
ARFRAEFII . KEFRXRAFERLEEZAMNEXRTOASFREE. FHEARIEXRZ
Pt BT 315 A 34T 89 PR (Carless, 2012).

HH5IFNBENAS A5 A Z, BN ERN AT EGZEIER, IHFADER R
X, EHFIR. EIFRIFARL, LRI L M R FAEG R G 1E, TN FEMELRBRG P E
MELHEF ARSI (Nicol, 2010). %A 5 LI Km0 at 6 X BRI 69 55 6 R EAL A 4 42,
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2P AR H Z AR EHILT T KRR E BN B EM XL, st iE A Zid 4L,
REB BN B R IAE 5 2N E 4, 2REITR DS mIELRITES Bk
KREFA7, MBI RO EEZIRT, Carless (2019) &, AXMYRIEIT AR EFH o34
BB ATAE S KILFE A A i, LRRITFAERTRARES RS, Km, ZFRTARIL,
AR Y, R RAF L A 5% E A
& 2 FEE ARt E X R it L&
B £ FitTE F T
&5 F I BAR¥EN | HNAS: RIREEN, £45 848, RITARELE RS
AR HPETHA RN, $AA 5L
R | R4 KT, 2A
WAL | BIXF; HRERAT
545 -F B e | ZRHEK
ShRATIE | At & &IF. RAE. KIF5RF
AFHEN: B¥; ERF; Pp@m; ok; FHRE
NAaxiE | st % A&
EHEX: PdE; vk, RE&REE5H9F
AR B U B BERE | REF, REZE
AR | AR, BFiTE; TR %

4.2, A5 % 5 75 AR R

FHEOE A EXR MR BA ARFFAER BT E R, EARFRT @, FAEMNRITFE X4
T AL A A B X TE (Wood, 2022), 2B 2 HGMKT A, ARESAFERIAT
A1 (Huietal.,, 2024), f£ihFmfe /) @, RIRAERS; T FAEGFI¥ AR08 5 (To, 2022),
PRAE AN B R E e 250 F KRR AR A A s 1E 5

FHEOGRA T E X REB AN TRAFAEFLRR, FHRLEN, FAHERA R ELF
RITFEGBERS, NEENER, ARFETZ A4 T AM% " (Saeed and Alharbi,
2022), AFHEIEIRA BRI E LK E T REF T AN E Lol B O 7, BHRT LikF i
A, ¥R T AKRREDZEIR (Algefari, 2022) . sbol, FHIERA R B HERSE T IFHF I 4
R &GF R, iR T 54 5 IFfRE k2 0 69 BA2124E (Wood, 2021), #RHA TAHMG ] af

R, *TAHERA N EXR R ARN LRI ZRNTFAEGARIRE. ARFXEES
KR F R R T ik, VAR Z BEGLIR ) 69 4L f 3%,

4.3. BB E 5] 75 X R G E 7669 % 70 B #

B RKIN, NARE. BB EFEE R R A SABE A& X R AY Esaf R = 4
B NAREZTE, FIAENMNEXRET R, SERMOF]H IR, maWPIRE N &N
HAR. I, BFRASAB O AL, BRGMES R A M TRAFEIERA 3T X
B k. MARE @, HEFEEAIBFRFITARSRZAZATALE5E, EHE
85T A AT LT BB AR R AIF Y, FELHWRTREARNFEHFEL L, FHE
AZE7d, eI EFEEARARERY ARG AEKRIE, AHARKEELEHEL T FH
B A IAE, BN L T AETRMEITE, ARXENHEXRFOREFEXET R
(Yang & Carless, 2013). X #FMaiA KRR T AEHFNOH LR EE, RATAESE
J&, AL TRRARME. ZRAAZLSLE2MAEL (Gravett, 2020) . ZERIFEN T,
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MMEBiA, EAdh R E@ey “42 5% MAE X (Gravett, 2020, p.270), & T —A “48
BARBG O HEAR”, KB T R E &A= 3] B3 (Ajjawi et al., 2017, p131),

TR EES, ATHESIAN R E IR MOARARTS . FI, & wEEZN
X EAERELHTAH, RIEHRA “AR” F= “XFEMH” 49 (Gravett & David Carless, 2024,
p.144) s KRR L ABARBIR AL R, KT R 2NN T HIUAREREZZ G EIAR,
ALt % A & 2k B #S v B B Ae 5 £ 5 2] B R AEAT Ko
4.4. A HE B R 2 E X R R

bR LR AR, B 1T, AHERA RS IRT R RS F RBANAA, HEAS
MAZE, AEARAHEFE, RFFEBEANELELTF. EFHFARRRN, AREFER
WMER, £RBRALFLESN.
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